Twenty-one state and county child service coordinators participated in the training on a voluntary basis. Participants completed a pretest measure, the "Facilitator Self-Evaluation,"
prior to the training and two and four months after the training.
Statistical significance was obtained on six dependent variables on the evaluation instrument. The design of the instrument and the threats to the validity of the instrument are discussed.
,1
Creative Problem Solving For example, health care professionals are required to participate in continuing education to continue to meet certification and licensure requirements (Abrahamson, 1984) .
Professionals in mental health care and social work participate in interdisciplinary training to increase their skills in working with particular client and family populations (Sullivan & Clancy, 1990 ).
Likewise, teachers and special educators participate in professional development programs and in-service training to increase their skills in meeting the needs of a diverse group of learners (Granlund, Steensson, Sundin, & Olsson, 1992) .
Evaluation is an important component of such training programs; there are several reasons for evaluating the effects of training. For example, program developers may seek to determine if the program is accomplishing the objectives set out (Phillips, 1991) .
The evaluation may also serve the purpose of identifying strengths and weaknesses and improving the content and methodology of the training prior to widespread implementation.
Evaluations of training programs are designed to measure different training effects, such as participants' satisfaction
Creative Problem Solving 4 with the training, knowledge acquired through the training, or changes in behavior due to skill development from the training.
Researchers have identified several different effects an evaluation may be designed to target. activities." The possible responses were" "Always," "Usually,"
"Sometimes," and "Never." Refer to Appendix B for the two page "Facilitator Self-Evaluation."
The instrument was developed specifically for the evaluation of the creative problem solving training. Items included on the instrument were based on previous research on collaboration in groups (Knoff & Riser, 1991; West & Cannon, 1988) . While the statements appearing on the instrument were based in the research literature, the statements appearing on the Facilitator SelfEvaluation were reworded and the scales were different (i.e., the scale used on the Facilitator Self-Evaluation was different from
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Reliability and Validity of the Instrument. Given the use of the self-evaluation questionnaire as a pretest and posttest measure, it is essential that the instrument be reliable (Phillips, 1991) . Without an established reliability indice, the results obtained cannot conclusively be considered to be effects of the training. Rather, a change in scores may merely be attributed to the unreliability of the instrument.
Two appropriate methods for determining the reliability of the Facilitator Self-Evaluation are the split half method and inter-item correlations. By splitting the instrument into even and odd questions and correlating the two sections, an indice of reliability may be obtained. Additionally, correlations can be calculated ketween each of the items on the self-evaluation questionnaire (i.e., each item is correlated with all other items).
Research Design
A control group was not incorporated into the design of the project for the first year given that all individuals invited to participate would be allowed to do so.
While the preliminary analyses of the evaluation include group 1 only, a later evaluation will include all four groups.
Refer to Appendix C for the timeline of the pretests, training, and posttests for the complete project. The dotted box signifies the data to be evaluated in this paper. While group 1 will
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The participants completed the pretest measure prior to the training. Posttest #1 was mailed to participants two months following the training, and posttest #2 was mailed to participants four months following the training.
Results

Reliability of the Facilitator Self-Evaluation
The small sample on which these preliminary analyses were performed was considered too small to calculate a reliability indice for the instrument. The reliability indice(s) should be calculated prior to the evaluation of the four training groups.
Pretest Ratings
Cross tabulations of the pretest data provided a baseline of participants' perceptions of their group problem solving and collaboration skills prior to the training. As indicated in Table 1 in Appendix D, the majority of participants rated themselves high (e.g., as 'always' or 'usually' engaging in the behavior) in all areas assessed on the Facilitator SelfEvaluation before the training began. For example, 90% of all respondents responded that they always or usually communicated clearly and effectively in groups at the pretest. Similarly, 90%
of all respondents indicated that they always or usually verified and reinforced group ownership of the situation at the pretest.
The fact that respondents perceived that they already used the skills that were assessed on the self-evaluation questionnaire Note that a lower score on the Likert scale represents the presence of the behavior (i.e., the respondent rating herself with a "1" perceives that she "always" engages in the behavior).
The legend located to the right of the graph indicates the meaning associated with the numbers on the Likert scale (e.g., a
BLS'I COPY AVAILABLE
Creative Problem Solving 15 "4" indicates that the respondent "never* engages in the behavior).
Pairwise comparisons of the pretest with the posttests were not calculated for any of hte 1-way ANOVAs, despite the important of doing so.
Pairwise comparisons will be conducted in the analysis of the data on all four groups of participants.
For this preliminary analysis, the direction of the change is all that is needed. The significance of the pairwise comparisions will be available in the complete analyses. (A)P1 AVAIIABLE
22.
As a group facilitator, / effectively use divergent and convergent questions. Test Number
Significant differences were also found between the three tests on participants' ratings of their ability to foster a "pilot" problem solving attitude with contingency plans (F (2, 37) = 5.89, p < .01). Again, participants rated themselves as more skilled at posttest #1 than at the pretest, as evident in Figure   5 .
The effect appeared to be maintained at posttest #2. As a group facilitator, I foster the adoption of a "pilot problem solving" attitude with contingency plans, that recognize that adjustments may need to be made.
1---77Ratings of Variable #23 1 Pretest
Posttest #1 Posttest #2 Test Number Significant differences were also found between the three tests on participants' ratings of their ability to assist in the redesign, maintenance, or discontinuance of interventions (F (2, 37) = 6.20, p <.01).
On this item, participants rated themselves as more skilled at posttest #1 and at posttest #2 than at the pretest, as evident in Figure 6 .
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
Ilr25.
As a group facilitator, 1 assist in the redesign, maintenance, or discontinuance of interventions using data-base evaluations.
Creative Problem Solving Participants rated themselves as more skilled at posttest #1 and at posttest #2 than at the pretest, as evident in Figure   7 .
:,. As a group facilitator, I encourage group evaluation of impact of input, process, and outcome variables on desired outcomes. The high self ratings on the pretest present a concern regarding the effectiveness of the "Facilitator Self-Evaluation."
Since participants are expected to increase their skills as a result of the training, they may actually increase these skills without a significant difference being evident on the instrument due to the arbitrary ceiling. The ceiling effect seems to have resulted from three factors: (a) the experience leading/facilitating groups this sample appears to possess, (b) the restricted range of possible responses (i.e., the 4 point Likert scale options), and (c) the wording of the possible responses (e.g., the choice options "never" and "always" are absolute and do not represent a continuum of more and less skill).
Facilitator Self-Evaluation
Design of the Instrument. The "Facilitator Self-Evaluation" presents a concern. The desired response to each item (i.e., question) is readily apparent in that all items and scales are slanted in the same direction (i.e., each item represents the presence of a skill). As such, the respondent need not give careful attention to each item in rating themselves on each.
Further considerations are presented in the guidelines on instrument development presented in Table 3 below.
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Respondents should be assured of confidentiality
Respondents should be assured that answers are neither correct nor incorrect
The directions on the instrument should be understandable
Instructions should include definitions of choice options (e.g., a definition of "most of the time" should be included in the instructions)
.
An estimate of the time to complete the instrument should be provided
Wording should be simple, clear, straight forward, and to the point
The instrument should be easy to read and attractive in terms of format and spacing
Items should be included in categories so that respondents do not have to change their point of reference .
The favorable end of the scale should be varied so that the respondent must give careful attention to each item rather than merely responding without weighing the statement 10.
Only one idea should be presented per item 11.
Absolute terminology (e.g., "all" or "none") should be avoided geliabilitv.
As indicated, the reliability of the instrument was not calculated due to the small sample size. Maturation pertains to changes in performance due to natural growth occurring over time. Since the participants were adults who had advanced graduate training, it is unlikely that maturation had a significant affect on performance over the six months of the study conducted thus far.
A second confound may occur when participants are posttested more than once in the pretest-posttest design. In this case, the pretest may have a transfer effect, positive or negative, on the subsequent posttest.
In other words, participants may become practiced at being assessed. Such a confounding effect cannot be ruled out.
Third, another possible confound is the reactive effect of the training and the participants' knowledge that they were participating in an evaluation. This effect is otherwise known as the Hawthorne Effect. Hence, it may be the novelty of the training that produces the effect rather than the training itself.
These possible confounds can be eliminated in the future by the use of a control group. In order to reduce these effects through the use of a control group, random assignment of participants to the training and control groups is necessary. 
Experimental Desian Emolovina Two Treatment Groups
An analysis of the differences between the posttests for the two groups would reveal any testing confounds caused by multiple administrations of the Facilitator Self-Evaluation.
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These designs would, of course, be more complex given the number of training groups involved in the training project.
Aside from the highly specific group from which participants were selected is the concern over the possible differences between those selected who were accessible (i.e., able to attend the training) and those selected who were not accessible (i.e., who did not attend the training). The individuals who participated in the training may have differed on particular characteristics from those who were selected but did not participate.
Conclusion
As discussed earlier, the purpose in evaluating a training Granlund, M., Steensson, A., Sundin, M., & Olsson, C. (1992) .
In-service training in collaborative problem solving and goal setting for special education teacher consultants working with profoundly impaired persons. The British Journal of Mental Subnormality, XXXVIII (2) 
